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REMARKS 

Applicants request reconsideration an allovyaneeiin view of the foH 
Glaims 1-1 5^ 20-22, and 26-30 m-e pehdihg^ with clairris 1, 8, and; 3(3 being independenti Support 
for the aniendmenta t^ t^^e ^fomd^ the appliCaH^ fbi^ exariigle,^ 

9^ line 5 through page 1 1, Une 6. referring to FIG. 5. Applicants hay 
to includes the^tt^ 8A, 8B, IGA, lOB, and 14 and 

have submitted replacenient drawing shee^^^^ FIGS, 7, 9, 1 1-13, 15', and 16 as FIGS, 

6-12, Applicantis have also made: minor formal amendments, to the specification in accordance 
these changes. No new matter has been added. 

Interview Summary 

Applicants thank Examiner Hossain and Exarriiiier Kell ey for the courtesies extended to 
Applicants ' representative during a telephone interview, on October 25, 2007. During the 
interview, Examiner Hbssaih, Exam and AppHcants' representative discussed 

amended independent claim :1 and preVipusly-filed depend^^^^ 19. Examiner Hossain and 

Examiner Kelley indicated that farther consi^^^^^ was required with respect to amended 
independent cl aim 1 arid that dependent claim 19 appeared to recite allowable subject matter. 
This reply reflects the. substance of the interview. 

Speciification and Drawing Objections 

The sped fixation and drawings were objected for various informalities. In this response^ 
Applicants haye amended the spcciFicatiqn and have submitted replacement drawing sheets 
merely renumbering FIGS. 7, 9, 11-13, 15, arid 16 as FIGS. 6-12. Applicants submit that the 
amendments to the speci fication and the subm sheets addresses all of the 

issues raised in the Office Action. Therefore, Apph cants respect fully request reconsideration 
and \yithdrawal of these objections. 

Claim Obiectibns 

Claims 5 and 12 were objected ito'beeause Qf info AppHeants have amended 

clairns 5 and 12. Applicants submit that the amendriients to claims 5 and 1 2 address all of the 
issues raised in the Office Action. Therefore, Applicarits respectfully requcst^^^ 
and withdrawai 'Of these objections. 
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S l^kReiccticins 

Claims 19-21 were rejected asSfaiUng ta com with the enablernent reqtiif ement. 
Applicants have incorporated features of claim 1$ into independent claim 8; In doing so; 
Applicants have modified the features of elaini 19. As discussed in«he interview of October 25, 
2007, Examiner llossm 

claim 19 would overeom Therefore, Applicants respcctfiilly request 

recdnsiideratidriL^a^ withdrawalof this rc^^ 

S 101 Rejection 

Glaims 8-16 and 18-22 were rejected as being^directed to non-statutory subjectmatter. 
Applicants have cancelled claims 16, 18, and 19 and amended claims 8-15 and :20-22 as 
i^commendfed by Exaniiner H aniExarainerK^^^ 

2007. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of this 
rejection. 

SilO^Reiectibns 

Claim^ I, 3 -7, 26 , and 2 7 -were rej ected as being unpatentable over Stautner (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,172,677) in view of Lett (US. Patent No. 5^592,551) and JoriiSs: (U.S. Patent No. 
5,592,551). Applicants respectfiilly request reconsideration and withdrawal of these rejections 
because rieither S^^^^ Lett, Jones^ nor aOriy ptop^ describes or 

properly suggestsf all of the featu^^^^ 

For Mample, amended generating display datia 

corresporidihg to a listing of shows for presentatiori as part of an electronic programming guide 
by searching index data stored in an index dMa area based on search criteria associated w 
listing of shows, and accessing, from the index data stored in the index data area, show 
information for one or more identified shows. Ainended independeht claim 1 also recites 
generating display data corresponding to; a show description for presentation as part of the 
eleetrpriic programrhiiig guide by searching det ai 1 data storcdvin a detail data: area based on 
search criteria associated mthva;|)ai^ from the detail data stored in the 

detail data areayfe show des^rip^ for ths pm^ Applicants 

respectfully submit thait neither Stautner, Lett, Jones, nor any proper combination of the 
references, describes or properly sugjgcsts these features. 
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data tables haying; d^a area a^^^ data.arpa, separatir^^ index 

data and detail^ata, diiA^Mtigdots^ T3ier€5fore,;Stautner and l,ett necessarily 

cannot ties(:nl?evO^ suggest indexing^e^^^ indexdata^Shd detail 

data to enable generation of display data corresponding to a listing of shows by searching arid 
accessing the index data and eriable generation of " 
description by searching mid aceessirig- the detail data, as recited in amended independent claim 
1 . The Office Action instead relies on Jpncsifpr disclosure of these f^^^ 

Jones fails to remedy the deficiencies ofcStautner arid Lett discussed above. In particular, 
Jones is directed to transmitting electro coupons to viewers via a television signal. See 
Abstract; As shown in Fig. 8, when a processor included in a subscriber unit receives coupon 
data included in a television sigriial, the processor stores data-in both a coupon identifier section 
and a coupon information. section, See col. 14/lmes 20-25. The coupon identifier section stores 
coupon identifiers arid the coupon information section stores coupon information corresponding 
to coupon identifiers included in the coupon identifier section. See id. To access coupon 
information, the coupon identifier section. furth data in the 

coupon information section that Cbitesporids to the each of the coupon identifiers included in the 
coupon identifier vSectibn. See cbi. 15 at lines, 22-29. Specifically, when a user selects a coupon, 
the processor retrieves , pointers from the coupon identifier secfibn and accesses coupon 
information frorri the coupon information section using the pointers. See col. 16, lines 25-30. As 
such, the system of Jones retrieves data frorii the coupon infbrrnatibn by accessing data from the 
coupon identifier section. Jones provides no descripdon or suggesdon that the two sections of 
coupon data are separately searchable. Accdrdirigiy, the system of Jones does not describe or 
suggest that the coupon data is- indexed into the coupon ideW^ section and the coupon 
information sectibn to thereby enable generation of a first type of displa data by. searching arid 
accessing data the coupon idcritifier sectiori, which includes less detailed coupon data, and also 
enable generation of a secx)nd, diffefrent type of display da[ta by searching and accessing data 
from the coupon .information section, which includes more detailed coupon data. 

Thefcfbre, Jones fails to describe or suggest indexing dectronic programming guide data, 
into index data and detail data to enable generation of disjplay data cbrrespbndirig to a listing of 
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shows by;ise^hingtand^^ index- data: enaKle generation pf display data 

corresponding to a show dfesenpljid data, as recited iii 

amended independent clai^ 1 . 

For at least vthes&reasoflSj,Applife^^ and. withdrawal 

of the rejection 1 ^d cMins 3:-?^ 2^6^ ^ftcli^f depeiiding thetefro^ 

Claim 2, which dq)end$)ironi ci^^ :1 , was regeeted as heing:unpatentahle:o^ Stautner 
in view of Lett, J<)ne%.arid Ellis i^tI^S^Eteit# Applicants tespectMlyr^^ 

rceonsideratipnaind withdrawal,^ 2;at Igast Beea^ L?i:t, ;and 

Jones fail to describe or suggest the features of amended independent claim 1 and Ellis fails to 
remedy the defieiimcics o Lett^ arid Jones diseuss^^ 

N^w claims and 29 depend frorn independent cla^^ 1. ApplicaLnts respectfully Submit 
that new claims 28 and 29 are aUowable at least^^fo^ the reason of thatcdependency. 

Claims ;8-l 5 were: rejected a3 JSeiiig- uiipatents^ over Lett in view &f JoheiS; Appliciarits 
respcctfuliy request reconsid«;ration and withdrawal' of these rejections because neither Lett, 
Jones, nOf any prop^ combination x> all of the featuries 

of amended independent elaiin 8. 

Specifically, independent claim 8 has been amended to include the features of prcyibusl y- 
filed dependent daiiti 19. Dependent claim 19 was not rejected based on prior art grounds in the 
Office Action and, as discussed 25, 2007, Examiner Hossain and 

Exarriiner Kelley agreed that the features of previouslyrfilejd dependent claim 19 appear to be 
allowable. Thus, Applicain of 
independent claim 8,and claims 9-1 5 dep ehdirig therefrom . 

Claim 22, which depends from claim 1 ^ was rejecte:d as being unpatentable over Lett in 
vifew of Jones MdB Patent No. 5,485^221). Applicants respectftiliy request 

reconsideration and withdrawal of the rej ectipri of clairri 22 at Jeast because Lett and Jones fail to 
describe or suggest the features :of amended ind claim 8 and Banker fails to remedy the 

deficiencies of Lett, and Jones discussed above. 

New independent . claim 30, although different in scope from claim 8, recites features 
similar to those recited by independent claim 8; Accordingly, for at least the reasons discussed 
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above wit^^p 

claim 3 p is allowable. 

ft is b^Heveci^^ all of the pending issues have been; addiiesSed.. However, the absence of 
a reply to a specific rejection, objection, issue, bi^cptnm 

characterizations of the art^ does not^signify agreement with or concession of that rejection, 
issue, or comment. In addition, because the arguments made above may not be exhaustive, there 
may be reasons for patentability of any or all pending claims (or other claiims) that have not been 
expressed; Finally, nothing in this paper should be construed as an intent to concede any issue 
witfcregard to ^iii^ claim, except M and the arnendmeht or 

cancel lation o f any claim does not ne<^ concession #unpatentat>ility o 

pri0r tmta to caiiceilatibri. j^plieants reserve the ri^^ to prosecute the rejected 

clairnsin;^rthqr*:pros^^^ 

Pursuant to 37 CFR § 1 .136, Applicants hereby petition that the peripd for response be 
extended for one rriohth to and iricludirig October 29,^2007. 

Applicants submit that all clainis aMin condition The fee in the arnpunf 

of S 120.00 in pajroent ofl^ieiOne exteiisipn of timerfee is b^ 
herewith bn the Electronic Filing Sys^^^^ authorization. 
Please apply any othcrfcharges or credits to deposit; iCcPunf 06-1050. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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